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isdiea newspapers become adjuaots of sad spokesmen for government ia 
a eouatry like ours, they abdicate their responsibilities, betray 
the trust of their readers end, in the genuine meaning, ere truly 
subversive* la countries we consider authoritarian, the people know 
the press is controlled by end speaks for the government. In ours, 
the opposite is assumed. * 

|fe ia not alone by their behavior prior t© the lay ©f Pig®, when 
fha Hew yoykfiaae and fhs Washinsstoa Fast yielded to federal ia- 
porsuniag and were silent, knowing an enormous breach of interna- 
tional law impended - ©no that could have triggered World War III - 
that these two papers have been and are adjuncts of government. In. 
reporting of and in reviews of books on - and outright suppression 


8BV “» “ eaaassinsoioas, perticularly my work, which hap- 

pens to have boon first, most numerous and most extensive, the y 
servo the same function. 

Phi? book critical of and destructive to the 
official mythology abebt the Martin buthcr King asssstination. 

When you assigned it for review, you had, on the staff of the times 
alone, & number of qualified exports, including the man who reports 
the Memphis mimicry of Justice. these did not satisfy you. Xnstea 
you reached across the country for a violent partisan, s man so 
uaissuly he failed to respond to ®y challenge over his earlier veat- 
^ ®* personal spleen end blind bias, a man more completely dis- 
qualified J fchga almost any you could have selected for wha t it is 
now clear wiSa? the fines * intent to destroy my book and damage me. 

Samsey Clark was Attorney Genera 1 during the entire period covered 
by TRAMS*!!?, a© official misdeeds therein exposed, culainating 
*1 successful lawsuit against the Department of Justice under 
the frsedos of Information* law (not "news fit to print* to fhe 
lew. fork Times), are those of the Criminal Division. So, yotTseleci 
tfeha haplsa, describing hi® as a professor of law, and hid© fro® 
your readers the irreconcilable conflicts; with which h® Is saddled, 

8* was law clerk to Justice foa Clark, Ramhoy's father. Jte was in 
this Criminal Division, li® ha a b©«a an uncritical partisan of the 
Warren Commission, is critical, without knowledge or basis. 'in fact. 
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2? ^ wot© tbo Commission did less than eooiety bad a right 

And on blacks, he serves as an official propagand- 
ist, recently having done a pseudoscholarly analysis of the Angela 

Saleh i« 3 3«^?arf th ^i US f A \v, ThiS ^4 of £ i g i , al Propagandas acceasfo 

'which is denied only to the people ©f the United States. 

All these things yon hid from your readers and more. When you, 
personally, wrote a review of Jim Garrison* s "Heritage of Stone, H 
the editors of the Times excised the concluding and only favorable 
paragraphs £ roa editions following the first on the basis you prove 
spurious with me, that the Times does not permit "editorialising 4 * in 
book reviews, Tb®*© has never Wen any other kind anywhere about 
any or say books, 

}? ** “•* nafair to say you disguised these things, for if you wore 
in any way innocent on assignment of this "review" (to call Kaplan* a 
ia*®gjno*« tjhielx disclose nothing of the contents of the 
only book on this subject a "review* is to speak of love as does a 
P tt ® Qam * them Immediately ©n publication, I then wrote you 
of than in length and in detail, When you were telephoned by an 
incredulous reader who had read FHAHS-UP before you published U8IA ' a 
Kaplan, you agonised aloud to him, claiming innocence and saying you 
war© troubled, having just received and read my letter* feu had to 
do something, you said, protesting your own purity of soul and in- 
tellect. You @v@n solicited from hi m a letter to help rectify this 
shameful thing that had been dona is your name in what you edit. 

His is net the only suon letter of which 2 have been informed. 

Having all of these facts, and having assuaged your grief ©pd alleged 
your personal chastity, instead of rectification, you today publish 
what can, with kindness, be described as malicious falsehood fey 
Geoffrey Wolff, a man I one© respected for his honesty end for this 
^l^shcltcred in the footnote of which he wrote you. That reads. 


2 know that its /Who Washington ?©st*s7 book reviewer was 
ordered not to review Whit ©wash after”* be had read it and 
decided on a favorable "rs view*,' 

neither hare nor anywhere did 2 identify Wolff, It is la® whs exposes 
h*s professional nakedness in y©ur today*® newest def ame tion* How 
h® can ©pan it with a defense of Kaplan * s blatant dishonesties and 
propaganda after reading F8AKS-UF, which he has, although Ms letter 
aoes not so state, X leave to nocturnal confrontations with con- 
science which, if they are not spontaneous, 2 recommend to and wish 
for him, 

Ma lies about the four "falsehoods *’ he attributes to m®s 

Cl | I did not decide on a "favorable review* of "Whitewash," 

12} I did not plan sag review of "Whitewash" because ( 3 } I 
never read store than a few pages of the thing, Thus, (4) 

1 was never "ordered not to review it," (Hon secultur la 
original,} 
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It happens* although Wolff had no way of knowing it* that X planned 
a hook on the non-publ i s Lability of serious criticism of the of- 
ficial f lotion about the John Kennedy assassination* with the title* 
"Dick Daring in the Sellhos, or Mow X dot Rich in Sis Months*" To 
this end, X kept detailed notes end copies of all letters* Aside 
from the fa at that all are dated* the typewriter X used* long sins© 
retired* and the unusual paper* further time these notes and letters 
beyond any possibility of serious questioning. They are contempo- 
raneous. 

Beginning before the May 9* 1964* general appearance of WHITEWASH es 
what X belie*© was the original underground book (it was published 
in limited edition the previous August and had been completed in mid- 
February 1945)* X had a long series of negotiations and ultimately 
an arrangement with The Washington Post, all included in these let- 
ters and notes* This Is what is pr c&te'ed by hasty consultation with 
a file -drawer full of material for "Disk Daring*" I have no doubt 
that closer examination will produce mere* particularly as it relates 
to the Times and its review policy* (For example, the Timas wrote me 

that Sols a private printing has no official existence* ff your 

files will not yield that letter* sin® will*) 

One of my proposals to the Post which was then being considered was 
serialisation of WHITEWASH* On the afternoon of May 9, X left four 
copies there* in addition to the earlier copies of the' manuscript* 
one to the then national editor and one to a reporter also assigned 
to read it® Of these four* one was for Wolff, to whom. X ted spoken 
earlier* In that conversation I had expressed misgivings about the 
lack of independent and professional editing and approhaas ions be- 
cause what X published myself was th© retyped first draft* 

The last of sjy nine pages of notes for the period ending 5 / 15/66 
discloses X made two visits to Wolff 5 a office the Friday morning 
of that period# On the first, he was not in* On the second, "it 
developed h® had no copy of the book but had Just been told about 
it by Bradle®*" (Ban Bra dies, than as now an executive*) Me 5 XX 
do & review if the Post doesn’t syndicate* for they never review 
books they syndicate* " 

• 

Sp» thoro is a single truth in Wolff’s malice* I did "hoad-dollver" 
a copy to hi® when senses© at the Post did not give him the cony X 
bad loft- for Mm* (This is not exceptional* Xt was not until* the 
14th copy that 1 asked the glasses to pay for any.) But with this 
clear recoils at ion of & miner incident* is it not odd that, on ell 
major points , Wolff’s recall is so wrongt 

My notes dated 5/21§/66 include this* 

Bumped into Wolff 23 ®*m* He has read the book, impressed, 
interested, and "srnch better written than you had led to 
believe* ” 

There is subconscious confession of guilt in Wolff’s letter* as in 
4 X decided, in agreement with my editors, to leave the consideration 
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of books about the Kennedy assassination to reviewers bettor quali- 
fied to Judge their merits. X disqualified myself ...“ 

It was not this way and, fortunately, X wrote Wolff on this August 
28, 1966, original carbon enclosed for your assurance. 

Book reviews are assigned, whore the editor deems necessary, to ’’ex- 
perts.” It was Wolff *e function to decide whether WHITEWASH should 
be reviewed and then to assign the review. Moat cannot be done by 
the book-review, editor* Customarily, staffers are among the first 
considered* So,- it is no answer to say ,? I decided osc to leave the 
consideration of' 1 such books to "experts.” And sore, at that time, 
there was but one, mins. 

Wolff, personally, was my source on his being directed not to review, 
the footnote to which he objects is completely accurate, merely a 
contract ion. What Wolff told me is not that unnamed '’editors, !i but 
TME editor, than J. Bussell Wiggins, gave Wolff this cop-out in 
directing him to review no books critical of the Warren Report. 

(This, of course, did not . preclude later review or serialisation of 
sycophantic work, to which different concepts ©ad standards wore ap- 
plied.) Wolff agonized in telling m® this; and, in his seemingly * 
genuine unhappiness at having to retain professional integrity under 
thass circumstances and Ms decency in telling m at all, I formed 
the apparently false impression of him as a asm that led to my not 
identifying him ia that footnote® 

If you for ©a© ssinute doubt anything I toll you, you ar® welcome to 
access to this entire fils. It contains much more than X can indi- 
cate in a letter, including the acid test to which the Post sub- 
jected the book, with my assent, giving a copy to the Bipertaent of 
Justice for respoase. Official evasiveness and non-responsiveness 
was then decisive in turning; on the fosfc - er one faction - for a 
a short period. T 

Hers X think' it sufficient to quote a single sentence from my unan- 
swered August 28* 1966, letter to Wolff i 

When X spoke to you a month ago and you told urn the policy 
was to review non# of the books, X told you this meant you 
would review all but mine blare ugh BOOK WHS. 

ify forecast was precisely accurate.- $hab latter coincided with re- 
view of the third of these books, the second so reviewed. 

¥ere^ 2 in error - which 2 sa not, not ia say detail, n© natter how 
slight - the fault would still bo Wolff’s, for ho never responded to 
this latter. His own integrity demanded response if this sentence 
alone is ia any way ^^representative. 

Coning on top of Kaplan’s wretched debasement of the intellect, Ms 
defease of t be FBI and the total collapse of all the protective in- 
stitutions of society, fobbed off as a 'review” on your readers, 
plus other undenied libels X do slot her® repeat but offer you should 
you desire them, X submit Wolff’s new libels are malicious. 2his ia 



Hr, Jam Leonard - 5 

particularly true when, fro® whst uaa in your possession showing 
Kaplan’s complicating connections ©net the nature of his writing, 
you select libel alone for publication and suppress relevant fact. 

Let us return to Kaplan for a mimnt for, as I said, I did and do 
keep files. His partisanship was first displayed in ?, Ths Trial of 
daok Huby, '* in which he laments the failure of the adversary system 
only to criticise ns for documenting it* {You might read with in- 
terest the Times 1 news story upon its appearance for it is perti- 
nent, ) As it cites the alleged evidence and conclusions of 
Warren Commission, Kaplan 1 s book, in words 1 did loot than use, is 
loaded with permeating error on the asost basic and uaeoat sated fact. 
After reading only the prologue and discovering this, in an effort 
to be helpful to Haotsillan and the authors, on December 4, 1965, X 
wrote Executive Editor Pater V. Hitaer, citing some of these errors, 
I also said, "I shall keep a record of any /additional errors/ X 
aight find /m the body of the book/ until T hear fro® you or the 
authors," 

Thor® were such errors. X did naks extensive notes I still have, 

X did and do regard a book showing 9a ole. Buhy did not get justice &s 
important. When there la denial of justice to on®, it is denied 
all, the doctrine of sty own writing that Kaplan now ate*##s, 

Wolff -like, Kaplan did not respond. That he reserved for what has 
become his method, the knife in the bask, than exemplified in the 
Spring 1967 issue of "The American Scholar , n Then as sow, accuracy 
and Kaplan are strangers. 

However, with Ms unique "qualifications** for reviewing ®y docu- 
mented and uarefuied criticism of the Department of Justice and tho 
fBI, intimate associations with both, on® of my 1965 eosments on 
Kaplan 5 » writing is today tlsely. It "prettied up" the police. If 
consistency in this regard is a virtue, it is Kaplan* a single virtue. 

Perhaps the most ironic aspect of all of this is the designed and 
repeated abuse of sse bw the Timas for doing precisely what it called 
for in its excellent Karsh iTj/X’jTb? , editor iaX, " ' 'TSs was the day 
after Say was salted away for the x*@st of his life by the invidious 
deal through which any trial was avoided. 


Under the title, "Toagao-Tiod Justice, 5 ’ you will find those among 
many pertinent edKMOfcs and opinions (copy marked and enclosed}: 


,,, shocking breach of faith with the American people s 
black and white ... 

«,, by no means, legal or pragmatic, should the doors of 
the courtroom and the Jail be slaamsd shot on t ha facts 

• • o 

Nothing but outrage and suspicion can follow the bandit 
of this long -delayed and instantly snuff ad-out trial •«• 
»hy should this assassination case be tried by statements 
instead of formal legal procedures, subject to examination 
and cross-examination, ths presentation of all the evi- 
donoo ,,,? 
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... the qusstion still cries for answers k'as there & 

_ liko 16 WoWf •*«>* 

«£££ ’ :.r^^%5^a;s&Si\ss.g.gSL 

/§fr Wii??* a 2 S4S 25 in f B 1 ? 0 ! 5 •*»**«»» is demanding facts. 

UiliisM Bradford Uni®/ i^hat a ssoskery of jus tie® for 
tbs Aaets to emerge in ssarksted justice* 

^ * e S 7 » i ? I 5 *® »aoai of passion, bat its tsars 
?7®, r Sou that I hsv© dorse that which it should hp 

wun ■ S* 3 * suoil book - «>•» stabs *o 

ma uttw”J°th;'lM d f^i 9 LTtA^lilfi^lT, “f=Lrs» of 

Sa^iriS^ljraSfl™ wi/dVT* e * b “?“°l<>w >«««*«« It 
fina&j? zz-ti'Arjid; 

as I was pleased to bs off it. " ’*nff th*% «* v f?°r 

H?k LS/tl'i * 5® *<3«qu»t»ly and honastly r«rfe*»<H 

l^snd nob b/u, tbnoSS oT^V^cffi! 

- Si?o«f jSCSf t8 Sol * w 

?£ U \ ke f a<l K ® pIs2i ka** engaged in "a shocking bras® 

®* **J tk £*• African people.? * 0 doors ought £ 

(to^wbiiS 1 *^ J5d S£l^?f &n t t h9 6oubts of «»*«* horrible wd2»*“ 
i£?* *5* *,?2f a ~ d t3a ® attaapted assassination of «&» only book da* ns 

cries out for * ® O0k aad ®®* fh ® motion still 

L*;«,rlte d S» a f«i 0 Sfi is foot,. Ar, M9 going 

Wolff? r ^ f 1 tl ^ S0 horseman, the giaes. Kaplan «nd 


cat&d 


*f your personal integrity can aurTir© a roeord liira ♦‘bis #»»*■» » 
f«« eeolety, an, kin* of genuinely free pra«? Sw o tar SlL, 

er publishers attaapt whet I felt it Inousfeeat unon^ to L 
tnsy can anticipate your literary assassination? 

Sincerely, 


Harold Vaiabara 


Enclosures 


